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FURTHER CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO THE ARREST OF 
EMPLOYEES OF THE METROPOLITAN-VICKERS COMPANY 
At Moscow. 


No. 1. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 19, 1988. 

His Majesty's consul, accompanied by Mr. Wallon, visited 
prisoners in Lyubianka Prison at 8 this evening. Interview took 
place in presence of Prosecutor of Republic, who is now in charge of 
the case. Prisoners were brought in separately with the same 
restrictions as before regarding subjects of conversation. 

They were generally in good health, although Mr. Thornton's 
condition was nervous and manner subdued. Mr. Cushny, although 
sleeping well. complained of suffering from indigestion; Mr. Mac- 
donald of being tired and worried: while Mr. Gregory said that he 
felt need of a tonic. All stated that food was adequate and that they 
are now being allowed half an hour's exercise every day. No haths 
have so far heen provided, buf these are now promised by prison 
authorities, who have also agreed that prisoners receive such personal 
requirements as cigarettes, reading matter, clean linen and medicines 
where required, as well as to their writing and receiving letters of 
an exclusively personal nature. 

Mr. Rapp gave each prisoner personal message from me and 
assurance of my preoccupation with their cases. Each again sent. 
personal telegrams through the Embassy to nearest relatives. 
Prosecutor showed every disposition to satisfy personal needs of 
prisoners. 


No. 2. 
Sir E. Orey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegrani.) Moscow, March 19, 1988. 
Fottowinc is continualion of my immediately preceding 
telegram :— 


Condition of Mr. Thornton indicates severe gruelling, impression 
given being of one who had lost power of concentration and was 
reduced to mental apathy. Mr. Walton informs me of distinct relaxa- 
tion in genera] atmosphere. Mr. Macdonald's reference to troubled 
sleep was evidently intended to indicate constant disturbance. Private 
telegrams were naturally purely reassuring. 


| 


Si 


(Telegrain. ) 

M. Lrrvixov hav 
instructed counsello: 
following message, w 
sent to me by M. Lit 


“ His Majesty 
received a comi 
secretariat to the 
to-day, and that 
of M. Krestinski i 

“ This Majesty 
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‘ ‘The instrv 
received are, first! 
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Parliamentary U1 
with regard to su 
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No. 8. 
E. vey to Sir John Simon. 


Moscow, March 21, 1933. 
ig expressed his inability to see me to-day, I 
to telephone to his private secretary the 
ich is based on exact terms of communication 
novw’’s secretariat :— 


Ambassador instructs me to say that he has 
iniveation made to him by M. Litvinov's 
Teet that his Excellency is too busy to see him 
: might place himself in touch with secretariat 
he should wish to see the latter. 

Ambassador instructs me to make the following 
row :— 
lions which His Majesty’s Ambassador has 
. tto communicate to M. Litvinov decision taken 
Government and announced yesterday by the 
er-Secretary of State in House of Commons 
ension of negotiations for a commercial agree- 
’., in informing M. Litvinov as early as possible 

explain to him clearly that the statement in 
mons had expressly omitted to mention the 
piration of treaty, such, for example, as right 
wovernment to impose prohibition upon Soviet 
ıd. in view of the hope which still existed 
: liberation of the prisoners might still he in 
ilities. 

‘s Ambassador charges me to beg you to be so 
smit this message as early as possible to 


No. 4. 


Simon to Sir E. Ovey (Moscow). 


Foreign Office, March 28, 1988. 
just seen me about proposal, to which Public 
d, to release Messrs. Thornton, Cushny and 
25,000 roubles for Mr. Thornton and 15,000 
ie other two. Soviet Ambassador has enquired 
ther Mr. Monkhouse has been instructed to see 
to arrange this. 
is disposed to take the view, subject to your 
; opinion, that the company should take up the 
confident that all the suspected employees, 
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Russians as well as English, are equally innocent, and he doubts } 
the wisdom of making a special bargain about three Englishmen 
while leaving Mr. Macdonald and the Russians in custody, since in 
that event impression may be given that company are willing to 
sacrifice Russians. He further thinks that the three men, whose 
liberty is offered on these terms, may themselves share this view. 
‘The company would be largely guided by opinions from your end. f 
Please telegraph most urgently your advice after consulting 
Mr. Monkhouse. If the company decide to authorise Mr. Monkhouse 
to secure release of the three men, there is no diffculty about the 
sums of money involved. 

8. You should telegraph separately whether you agree that 
present or any subsequent offer might be accepted. Giving bail does 
not imply approval of trial, and this could and should be made clear. 
Release of some of the prisoners only would of course not involve | 
any admission that continued custody of others was justified. 


(By Telephone.’ Moscow, March 24, 1983. 
Mr. Monxuovse has read your telegram of 28rd March (No. 4). 
He feels that the matter is now entirely in the hands of His 

Majesty’s Government, who are deciding on general broad lines of 

principle. He feels that Mr. Richards will share his view. 


No. 5 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


No. 6. 


Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 26, 1988. 
Mr. Moxxuovse punctually reported to Public Prosecutor last 
night. He was received by deputy prosecutor, three other officials 
and an interpreter. Prosecutor himself did not appear until about 
9 p.m. after examination had begun. Examination itself consisted 
of a careful review of the various statements Mr. Monkhouse had 
made while imprisoned at Lyubianka, and the statements were 
rewritten in Russian. Examination was adjourned at midnight until 
6 o’clock this evening, when Mr. Monkhouse has to reappear. 

In letting Mr. Monkhouse go Prosecutor pointed out that it was 
almost without precedent that an accused man should be allowed his 
liberty whilst under examination by Public Prosecutor. 

At the conclusion of the evening's examination question of bai] 
for company's staff now in prison was discussed, and Mr. Monkhouse 
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h:anded Prosecutor original and translation of telegram received from 
tlhe company. Prosecutor refused to accept this document, as he said 
itt contained an unacceptable and unwarranted expression of opinion 
ms to the innocence of the accused and disapproval of trial being held. 
We handed back the telegram and letter which Mr. Monkhouse had 
saddressed to him. Mr. Monkhouse then tried to persuade him to 
‘liberate prisoners whose examination was complete on the same terms 
as he himeelf had been liberated. At first Prosecutor stoutly refused 
to consider this, but after some discussion, in which Mr. Monkhouse 
described to him the depth of feeling in England, he promised to 
consider question and asked Mr. Monkhouse to write him a note 
and hand it to him this evening. Mr. Monkhouse said he would 


discuss the matter with his chiefs and act in accordance with their 
instructions. 


No. T. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 26, 1988. 

Ar Mr. Monkhouse’s examination this evening Public Prosecutor 
was not present. 

Mr. Monkhouse was called upon to admit knowledge of a certain 
entry in company’s books involving approximately 250 roubles Torgsin 
bonds, and, having admitted knowledge of this transaction, he made 
a statement that he knew of no other transaction having occurred 
which could be interpreted as bribery. He was then confronted with 
a signed statement in Mr. Thornton’s own handwriting admitting a 
long list of small presents and monetary payments which had been 
made by Mr. Thornton over a period of nearly ten years. Most of 
the items were quite small, being for suits of clothes, &c., given to 
Russian engineers and technicians with whom the company had 
worked. Mr. Monkhouse, after having read the list, said he had no 
statement to make in regard to this, and that he regarded most of 
the transactions as the personal affairs of Mr. Thornton. 

He was then shown another list involving larger sums, but up to 
the moment has only been permitted to see the first item, which 
covers an amount approximately of 2,000 paper roubles,* allegedly 
admitted by Mr. Thornton to have been handed over to Mr. Macdonald 
to distribute amongst technicians and others et Zlatoust, a munition 
works, for ‘‘ political and economie spying purposes.’’ The examiners 
stated that money had been paid in order to arrange a serious. 
breakdown at the Zlatoust works, but Mr. Monkhouse pointed out 
that the company had only carried out a comparatively small turbine 
installation at these worke and that no trouble had been experienced. 


* £96 upproximate. 
[8450] B8 
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The examiners then stated that there had been a serious breakdown, 
but not on the Metropolitan-Vickers plant. Mr. Monkhouge then 
made a declaration that he knew nothing whatever of any breakdowns 
at Zlatoust or any transactions involving sum named. To him it is 
incredible that an amount relatively as large as this could have been 
paid from any of the company’s resources without the fact having 
come to his knowledge. Mr. Monkhouse was also shown Mr. Mac- 
donald’s confession of the handing over of the money at Zlatoust. 

From the folders which were produced and which Mr. Monkhouse 
was able to see (only selected paragraphs being shown, remainder 
being covered), it is obvious that Mr. Thornton has, during the period 
of his incarceration, written extraordinarily lengthy statements 
covering practically every activity of the company during its nearly 
ten years’ work in Soviet Union. 

As Public Prosecutor was not present no further discussion was 
possible to-night on the question of bail. 

Mr. Monkhouse’s examination adjourned until 10 a.m. 28th 
March. 


Sir E. Uvey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 26, 1988. 

My telegram of to-day (No. 7). 

Sums referred to are trifling. Alleged evidence on the subject 
can only come from confessions extorted from prisoners under con- 
ditions which one can only presume were at least as trying as those 
to which Mr. Monkhouse was subjected. Prosecution had a whole 
mass of papers which they indicated to Mr. Monkhouse contained 
further evidence with which to confront him. 


No. 9. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(By Telephone.) Moscow, March 27, 1938. 

In spite of sample of evidence shown to Mr. Monkhouse 

obviously for purpose of intimidation, press department continue to 
assure foreign journalists that evidence against accused when 
disclosed will convince the most sceptical. 

Officials of Commissariat for Foreign Affairs are telling foreign 
colleagues that charge is against individuals and not against the 
company, and are suggesting that accused were acting under instruc- 
tions of `‘ other organisations ’’ in England. 

Tt is stated that tria] will open on 10th April. 


_ $$$ ne = 
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No. 10. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 27, 1988. 
FotLtowinc received from consul-general, Leningrad, dated 
27th March :— 
“Two Russian employees of Metro-Vickers arrested some days 
ago and now apparently sent to Moscow : M. Bogdanov, chauffeur ; 
M. Yanovich, translator. Latter very ill.” 


No. 11. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 28, 1988. 

My telegram of to-day (No. 12). 

Mr. Monkhouse was sent for yesterday by president of Electro- 
import, who asked him to assist in preparation of a statement by 
Electroimport. obviously for Public Prosecutor, regarding the same 
turbine failures on which he was cross-examined this morning. At 
this meeting with president of Electroimport. M. Dolgov (the recipient 
of the loan of 250 roubles. which is one of the charges against the 
Englishmen) was also present, either at full liberty or having been 
released to assist in preparation of this report. 


No. 12. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram. ) Moscow, March 28, 1988. 

My telegram of 26th March (No. 7). 

At Public Prosecutor’s office this morning Mr. Monkhouse was 
first confronted with the statement which he had signed at the 
Lyubianka admitting serious defects on certain turbine installations 
which company had carried out. He told Public Prosecutor that he 
wished to amend this statement, as it had been made after a nineteen 
hours’ continuous examination following a sleepless night. Public 
Prosecutor immediately asked Mr. Monkhouse to withdraw any 
accusation of third-degree methods. Mr. Monkhouse replied that he 
had not called it third degree but had merely said that statement he 
had made was written when he was exceedingly tired, and he asked 
permission to withdraw it. The Public Prosecutor agreed to this. 

Examination then proceeded to a review of a number of troubles 
which have occurred during the last six years on turbines supplied 
by the company. Mr. Monkhouse admitted the failures which had 
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occurred, but pointed out what steps had been taken by the com- 
pany in every case to put matters right. Public Prosecutor then 
tried to suggest that these failures had caused stoppages in 
important industrial plants. Mr. Monkhouse said that if a statement 
was prepared showing number of hours which his company’s 
turbines had stood for repairs, alongside the number of kilowatt 
hours per year which machines had generated, he was certain that 
any examining technical authority would agree that the turbines 
had not behaved badly. 

Mr. Monkhouse was then asked for confirmation of the stute- 
ment which he had made at the Lyubianka Prison regarding certain 
motor failures. and he did this. 

Mr. Monkhouse was again asked if he could now remember 
anything about the small presents which Mr. Thornton allegedly 
admitted having given. Mr. Monkhouse again stated that be could 
say nothing about this. Distribution of 2,000 roubles at Zlatoust was 
again brought up. and Mr. Monkhouse stated that he knew nothing 
of this and did not believe it had occurred. (His impression is that 
alleged occurrence ut Zlatoust is to be made a central point in the 
accusation. Incidentally neither Electroimport nor Mr. Monkhouse 
know anything about any turbine trouble having occurred at 
Zlatoust and cannot understand what it is all about.) 

Public Prosecutor then indicated that he had no further 
questions to ask Mr. Monkhouse, and that Mr. Monkhouse would not 
be required again until the charge was framed against him if such a 
course was decided upon. 

Mr. Monkhouse then made a final statement outlining the efforts 
he has consistently made during the last few years to ensure a better 
and closer relationship between his own country and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics (which could be confirmed by the various 
commissariats and trusts concerned), and ended his statement with a 
denial that he had at any time consciously or willingly acted against 
the interests of the Soviet Union. 


No. 18. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 28, 1988. 

My telegram of to-day (No. 12). 

Trom various questions which have been asked Mr. Monkhouse 
during his examination, he gathers that no charge is to be brought 
against Metropolitan-Vickers Company, as such, and Public Prosecutor 
actually said so this morning. The indications are, he thinks, that 
a charge will be made very similar to that which was made against 
the Germans four years ago, namely, that the arrested employees in 
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Russia and also certain of the company’s designers and engineers at 
the Manchester works are acting under instructions from some person 
who wishes to hinder industrial developments in Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. It would appear that the person whom they 
pretend to think responsible for these activities is Mr. Richards, whom 
they will claim to be working in conjunction with an international 
group to this end. Jt has also been suggested to Mr. Monkhouse both 
by the Ogpu and by the Public Prosecutor's department on several 
occasions that Mr. Richards is in the British Secret Service. 

Mr. Monkhouse gathered that the contention will be that all these 
activities were carried on by company's servants behind his back. 


No. 14. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(By Telephone.) Moscow, March 29, 1988. 
My telegram of 28th March (No. 13). 
Typical example of G.P.U.’s methods is provided by following 
story told ie to-day :— 


Last October (facts are known to Mr. Richards) Mr. Cushny was 
approached and asked to undertake secret work unknown to 
his firm in connexion with purchase and supply of electrical 
plant for Soviet power stations. He was offered 250 dollars a 
month for this work. Mr. Cushny refused to consider proposition, 
although he was approached on several occasions. In November a 
Russian woman was sent for by authorities and instructed to seduce 
Mr. Monkhouse and persuade him to do this work. She refused. 


No. 15. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(By Telephone.) Moscow, March 29, 1988. 

My telegram of 28th March (No. 12). 

Mr. Nordwall was asked by Public Prosecutor to admit that he 
had distributed considerable sums of money in Ivanova-Voznesensk 
district at the end of 1981 and in January 1982 for wrecking purposes. 
Mr. Nordwall stoutly denied suggestion, which is completely untrue. 
He was then shown an alleged confession by Mr. Thornton to the 
effect that Mr. Thorton had given Mr. Nordwall money for this 
purpose. Mr. Nordwall repeated his denial. He was next confronted 
with a Russian engineer whom he knew at Ivanova and who, by his 
appearance, had obviously been brought from prison. This engineer 
in Mr. Nordwall’s presence confessed that Mr. Nordwall had 
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on several occasions given him sums of the order of 2.000 and 
3.000 roubles for wrecking activities, and that he had 
actually engaged in various wrecking work of which he 
gave details. Engineer stated that he had been instructed by 
Mr. Nordwall not to wreck any Metropolitan-Vickers plant so long 
as it was under gnarantee from the firm, but to devote his attention 
to other companies’ plant or to Metropolitan-Vickers plant which 
was out of guarantee. Mr. Nordwall denied any such thing 
ever having occurred. Engineer then appealed to Mr. Nordwall to 
confess his guilt in the same way as he himself had done. 

Prosecutor then said to Mr. Nordwall: ‘‘ You did anyhow give 
him a fur coat.” It is true that this engineer did purchase a fur 
coat for 400 roubles from Mr. Taylor, one of the company’s test 
department engineers, who visited Ivanova about that time and 
who is now in England. Mr. Nordwall was in the transaction us 
an interpreter only and as channel for receipt of purchase price. 
Mr. Nordwall told Prosecutor that money had passed through his 
personal account, which is available at the company’s Moscow office. 
Police immediately searched office accounts and found that 
Mr. Nordwall was mistaken in his recollection. 


No. 16. 
Sir E. Ovey to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 29, 1983. 

Two of defending counsel in Shakhti case were exiled after the 
trial. Their ostensible private conferences with accused were over- 
heard and recorded by microphone by G.P.U. After the trial they 
were confronted with this record, and told that their conduct was 
incorrect and that they must suffer for it. 


No. 17. 
Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 30, 1933. 

OFFICIAL of Press Department of Commissariat for Foreign Affairs 
this evening read communiqué to foreign press correspondents, 
substance of which is as follows :— 


‘On 9th or 10th April the Supreme Court will try the four 
Russians, Messrs. Gregory. Macdonald and others ” (not “‘ and the 
others ’’), ‘‘under article 58 of the Criminal Code, paragraphs 6 
and 11. The four Russians are M. Zorin. an engineer at Moscow 
power station. M. Vitvitski. chief engineer at Cheliabinsk electric 
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works (both of whom are mentioned in original G.P.U. 
communiqué), M. Volknovski and M. Gonziev (whose names have 
not been hitherto mentioned). 

“Prosecutor will be M. Vyshinski, not M, Krylenko as usual. 
Court will be composed as follows :— 


“ President— 
“M. Ulrich, member of plenum of Supreme Court. 


‘* Assessore— f 
"M. Martens, director of Diesel Institute; and 
“M. Dimitriev, chairman of Fuel Trust. 


“ Substitute member without the right to vote— 
“M. Yelikov. president of Union of Electrical Workers.”’ 


. No. 18. 
Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 80, 1988. 

My immediately preceding telegram (No. 17). 

1. Paragraph 6 of article 58 relates to espionage, not to sabotage 
(which was the offence mentioned in the original Ogpu communiqué), 
or to bribery (mentioned in addition to sabotage in Public Prose- 
cutor’s interview). Paragraph 11 covers conspiracy to commit any 
of the numerous State crimes enumerated not only in article 58, 
but also in article 59. It is probable, but not yet altogether certain, 
that in the present case the accusation under paragraph 11 refers to 
conspiracy to commit espionage alone and not to conspiracy to commit 
any of the other offences under these two articles. 

2. It is not yet clear whether any or all of the other four 
Englishmen besides Messrs. Gregory and Macdonald will be tried 
on the charges mentioned, or on any other charge at this or some 
subsequent trial. 

3. M. Ulrich, who is also president of the military collegium of 
the Supreme Court, presided at the Stern* trial. 

4. Press Department of Commissariat for Foreign Affairs indicate 
that the trial will not be staged as a public spectacle like the 
Promparty trial. but he played before a limited audience like the 
Stern trial. 


* Stern was the Russian who in 1932 shot at and wounded the Counsellor 
of the German Embassy in mistake for the Gorman Ambassador. 
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No. 19. 
Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Yelegram.) Moscow, March 81, 1983. 
I put following oral questions to M. Rubinin this morning :— 


1. Are any of the ‘‘ other persons °’ referred to in communiqué 
British subjects, and, if so, what are their names? 

2. Have accused persons yet received written indictments? If 

so, could he communicate copies to me? 

8. At what point can accused place themselves in communica- 

tion with defending counsel? 

4. Do the accused themselves appoint defending counsel or 
can the company or the Embassy take any part in their 
appointment? (He said he thought this was for the 
accused themselves.) 

. Have defending counsel right— 


Or 


(a) Of private consultation with accused? 
(b) Of access to documents in the case? 


6. Have foreign counsel any right not enjoyed by ordinary 
members of the public, e.g., consultation with the accused 
or access to documents? (He said answer was “‘ No.’’) 

. Will members of the Embassy visiting the accused be 
permitted at any point to speak to the accused on matters 
relating to the case? 


He promised to make enquiries and let me know. 


No. 20. 
Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, March 81, 1988. 

My telegram of to-day (No. 19), paragraph 4. 

Although it is, of course, true defending counsel must be appointed 
by accused themselves, I understand that in Shakhti case German 
Embassy agreed with collegium of defenders upon names of those 
members of the panel best qualified to defend the German prisoners, 
who thereupon made appointments, one defender for each. 

It would, I think, be possible for myself or Mr. Monkhouse or both 
ta approach the collegium and explore the question of the prisoners’ 
legal defence, but neither of us can do so without instructions, because 
it may well be that you prefer to let the trial take its normal è 
course, in the conviction that the prisoners’ best safeguard is the 
strong attitude taken by His Majesty’s Government. 


— ———— 
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If, however, you wish any action taken I shall be grateful for early 
instructions, as time is short. 

You will realise that I cannot consult the prisoners’ wishes in the 
matter, as I cannot communicate with them on matters connected 
with the case. 


No. 21. 
_ Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, April 1, 1988. 
My telegram of 81st March (No. 19). 
M. Rubinin this afternoon gave me the following replies to my 
questions :— 


l. It is to be understood that the four British subjects not 
named in the communiqué are included amongst ‘‘ other 
persons °’ referred to therein. List was too long to be 
given in full. 

2. Copies of indictments are handed to the accused persons not 
later than three days before the ‘trial. Prosecutor does 
not deliver copies to persons other than the accused. 

3. 4 and 5. At some unspecified period before the delivery of 
the indictments the accused persons are informed that 
the preliminary investigation is complete, and the whole 
documentary material ccnnected with the case (not 
merely the material relating to their own individual 
interrogation) is then handed to them. After reading 
this material the accused may supplement it or not as 
they think fit. At this point they have the right to 
submit an application in which they name the person 
whom they wish to defend them. This person must be 
chosen from amongst the College of Defenders or other 
persons designated by the law. Choice of defending 
counsel is a matter for the accused himself, who indicates 
the name of person of his choice. The company or 
Embassy may, however, advise accused as to their 
choice. (I reminded him that I am unable to 
communicate with the accused on matters connected 
with the case. He said he would enquire how this 
difficulty could be got over.) Immediately defending 
counsel is appointed he has the right of private 
consultation with the accused and of free access to 
documentary material of investigation. 

6. M. Rubinin confirmed that foreign counsel enjoy no righis 
other than those of members of the public. (I asked if 
foreign counsel could confer with defending counsel. He 
thought obviously they could, but said he would 
enquire.) 
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T. From moment that preliminary investigation is complete 
visitors are no longer bound by condition not to speak io 
accused on substance of the case. All interviews, except 
those of defending counsel, must take place in presence 
of officials. 


At this point M. Rubinin added: ‘‘In this connexion 
Prosecutor wishes to make it clear visitors are forbidden, during 
interviews with the accused, to have recourse to declarations 
containing incitement to accused to perform acts of disloyalty 
towards the tribunal.” I asked him what he meant by this. He 
gave as an example “any suggestion to the accused that they 
should deny the truth of evidence given by them during 
investigation.” He hastily disclaimed any idea that we should 
harbour any such intention. 

I made it clear to M. Rubinin that I was merely clearing up 
certain points of procedure, and that I was in no way touching 
upon the substance of issue between the two Governments, with 
regard to which I could obviously have nothing to say. 


Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, April L, 1938. 
Mr. Moxxuouse is puzzled and disturbed by Mr. Thornton's 
apparent voluminous `t confessions.” 
Possible explanations are :— 


1. That Mr. Thornton, who was born in Russia and is a man of 
the world with intimate knowledge of Soviet ways and of 
history of past Soviet trials, has written down everything 
suggested to him by G.P.U. or Prosecutor, however absurd, 
with intention of repudiating every word of it at the trial. 

2. That in his present state of nerves he has broken down and 
made false ` confession °’ under one of the well-known 
forms of G.P.U. pressure, such as threat of consequences 
either to himself or Mme. Kutosova or both in the event of 
his failure to ‘‘ confess '’ (Mr. Monkhouse was so threatened 
—see his letter to Mr. Richards of 14th March), offer of 
release if full “confession” is made, or threat of 
exposure to the world of his alleged intimate relations with 
Mme. Kutosova. At Lyubianka, G.P.U. threatened to 
confront Mr. Monkhouse with Mme. Kutosova, and he 
challenged them to do so, whereupon they let the matter 
drop. 


— 
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g. That being of generous nature and well-liked by all Russians 
with whom he works, he has been indiscreet in helping 
them in their need, either in money or in kind, conduct 
which G.P.U. and Prosecutor have twisted into ground for 
accusation of either sabotage or espionage. Every foreigner 
in Russia brings in necessities from abroad for Russians. 
friends or associates. 


Mr. Monkhouse is now inclined to think authorities realise that 
they cannot prove wrecking by Metropolitan-Vickers employees of 
their own company’s plant and are now trying to show that they 
have wrecked other plant. ‘‘ Evidence’’ in regard to Zlatoust (my 
telegrams of 26th March (No. 8) and of 28th March (No. 18)) and 
Ivanovo (my telegram of 29th Mareh (No. 15)) points in this 
direction. 


No. 23. 
Mr, Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, April 1, 1988. 
Mr. Monxxnouss and Mr. Nordwall were summoned to Public 
Prosecutor’s office this evening, where their indictments were shown 
to them and then read over to them. 
Mr. Monkhouse is charged (on the ground that as the repre- 
sentative of the company he must have known of the activities of his 
staff) with the four following offences :— 


1. Espionage, including military espionage and ‘* obtaining secret 
information regarding new constructional works.”’ 
. Collecting information (Mr. Monkhouse does not understand 
how this charge differs from the first). 
8. ‘‘ Diversional activity ’’ (7.e., disorganising or wrecking work) 
carried out through agency of Mr. Cushny and 
Mr. Macdonald. 
4. Bribery. The charge cites the transaction mentioned in 
paragraph 2 of Sir E. Ovey’s telegram of 26th March 
(No. 7). 


Indictment states that he is charged under article 58, pare- 
graphs 6, 7, 9 and 10. 

Mr. Nordwall’s indictment is more precise. He is charged under 
three headings :— 


Ww 


1. That on Mr. Thornton's instructions he collected information 
for the purposes of both military and economic espionage 
at Ivgres (where he was employed in 1980-31) and passed 
on information to Mr. Thornton. 
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2. That on Mr. ‘hornton’s instructions he engaged in the 
organisation of wrecking at Ivgres through a Russian 
engineer M. Anov (with whom he was recently confronted 
—see telegram of 29th March (No. 15)). 

8. That on Mr. Thornton's instructions he passed 5.000 roubles 
and a fur coat to M. Labanov in payment for wrecking 
activities. 


Mr. Nordwall does not remember under which paragraphs of 
article 58 he is charged. 

Both of them signed statements to the effect that the charges had 
been read over to them. Both wrote out denials of the truth of the 
charges, though, as regards charge 4, Mr. Monkhouse admitted that 
as this transaction had passed through the company’s books he must 
therefore accept responsibility for it. . 

Mr. Nordwall asserted that M. Labanov's statements were fantastic, 
and on being asked how he accounted for them, suggested that the 
man was the real wrecker, and that he can only have made them 
against an Englishman with the object of disturbing Anglo-Soviet 
relations. 

Mr. Monkhouse expressed astonishment at the charges made 
against him, and was informed that there was all manner of evidence 
against him. 

Accused were told that they were now free to choose defending 
counsel from the panel of defenders, and their informant stated, in 
reply to a question, that so far as he knew they would continue to be 
at liberty for the time being. The charges would be actually delivered 
to the accused in two days’ time. 


No. 24. 


Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, April 4, 1938. 

‘I wap a conference this evening with Mr. Thornton and 
Mr. Monkhouse. 

Mr. Thornton is worn out, and it was not easy to get a connected 
story from him. He has been under interrogation from the day of his 
arrest until this morning, on one occasion for about twenty-one hours 
without a break. He found suspense of waiting for the next summons 
and perpetual tramping up and down stairs in a heavy coat most 
exhausting. He was never directly threatened or offered a straight 
bargain for a ‘‘confession,’’ but there was e strong undercurrent of 
menacing hints during his examination and occasional suggestions of 
lucrative employment in return for satisfactory answers. He was 
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confronted with Mr. Cushny and Mr. Macdonald and many Russians, 
including Mme. Kutosova, sometimes unexpectedly. Russians made 
most fantastic accusations against him, and were either in a state of 


terror or obviously in league with G.P.U. He was many times 
deliberately misled. ¢.g.— 


1. He was told that all the company's British employees in Russia 
had been arrested. 


2. He was given daily bulletins of Mr. Monkhouse’s health to 
make him think Mr. Monkhouse was still in prison. 

8. Examiners read to him what purported to be Mr. Monkhouse’s 
statements in his deposition regarding two instances of 
failure of plant supplied by the company some years ago 
(K 5 switches and Shatura transformers), to which 


Mr. Monkhouse had, in fact, made no referenve whatever 
in his deposition. 


Acts of economic espionage which Mr. Thornton has admitted 
amount to no more than collection of information for company on 
state of company's plant, general condition of the country and 
prospects of future business. His admission of military espionage is 
founded on collection of three pieces of information which were 
common knowledge. 

As regards charge of britery, he admits he gave small presents to 
Russians (which might be so described): a list which covers last 
eight years he has included in his deposition. He has a satisfactory 
explanation of transfer of money to Mr. Macdonald at Zlatoust which 
he will produce at the trial (telegram of 26th March (No. 7). 
paragraph 8). He remembers mentioning it casually to Mr. Richards. 
Examiner deliberately deceived Mr. Monkhouse in suggesting that 
Mr. Thornton had admitted that this money was for spying purposes 
and in leading him to believe that this was only one of a number of 
similar large transactions. 

He totally denies charges of wrecking and made no such 
confession as that produced by prosecutor to Mr. Nordwall of having 
given the latter money for this purpose (telegram of 29th March 
(No. 14) ). 

G.P.U. tried unsuccessfully the whole time to make him confess 
(1) to working for Intelligence Service, (2) to obtaining funds for his 
activities from His Majesty’s consulate. Mme. Kutosova, company's 
secretary, who had been obviously terrorised, asserted in his presence 
on confrontation that he had drawn 50,000 roubles from consulate. 
This is, of course. without foundation. 


Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, April 4, 1988. 

My telegram of 4th April (No. 24). . 

Mr. Thornton is astounded by what occurred at his confrontation 
with Mr. Macdonald. i 

Mr. Macdonald stated that Mr. Thornton instructed him to engage 
in economie and military spying at Zlatoust. Mr. Thornton agreed 
that he had received information from Mr. Macdonald about state of 
Metropolitan-Vickers plant there, possibilities of future business and 
condition of workers. Mr. Macdonald asserted that Mr. Thornton had 
given him these instructions at his house near Moscow. Mr. Thornton 
denied this. Mr. Macdonald, being questioned, agreed that he had 
told Mr. Thornton about wrecking of certain plant and that 
Mr. Thornton had expressed satisfaction Mr. Thornton said 
Mr. Macdonald had told him no such thing. Mr. Macdonald said 
that he had received 4.500 roubles* from Mr. Thornton for 
“‘espionage purposes. Being questioned Mr. Macdonald agreed 
that he had given Mr. Thornton information about number and 
calibre of shells made at Zlatoust and about electrical mobilisation 
plan. Mr. Thornton totally denied this. M. Gusev. Mr. Macdonald's 
friend, made similar statements on confrontation, but put sum at 
10.000 roubles. 

Mr. Cushny was shown Mr. Macdonald’s charge, which is 
atrocious. of espionage in conjunction with M. Gusev in connexion 
with military factories in and around Cheliabinsk and also at 
Leningrad. Mr. Cushny also saw the final protocol of Mr. Mac- 
donald’s deposition. in which he pleads guilty to the offences with 
which he is charged. 


No. 26. 
Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 


(Telegram.) Moscow, April 5, 1988. 

My telegram of 4th April (No. 24). 

Mr. Gregory and Mr. Cushny also made statements at Embassy 
this evening. Neither appears to have made any admissions under 
interrogation. Mr. Gregory has only been questioned for a few hours 
in all and his direct simplicity make bis continued imprisonment 
inexplicable. Mr. Cushny was under daily examination, lasting, at 
first, for as much as twelve hours, until quite recently. 


* 4,500 roubles = approximately (£50 for local purchases). 
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After preliminary unsuccessful demands for full confession, 
Mr. Cushny was told that charges against him were espionage, 
wrecking of machinery, incitement to disaffection and collecting 
information. On request, he made written statements at various 
times on non-committal matters of common knowledge, which proved 
unsatisfactory to examiners. The later then told him that it was in 
his own interest to confess, ns sufficient information against. him was 
already available. Mr. Monkhouse had confessed and had heen 
released, aud, if Mr. Gushny did not confess he would remain in 
prison until he did. The latter threat was coupled, however, with 
contradictory one that it might subsequently be too late to confess. 
‘hese devices of examiner were typical of the whole three weeks’ 
examination, 

Mr. Cushny was confronted with three persons, two Russians and 
Mr. Thornton. The Russians shamefacedly answered leading ques- 
tions of the examiner slating that Mr. Cushny had collected infor- 
mation, including material regarding Red Army, on Mr. Thornton's 
instructions and had given bribes to obtain it, that he had wrecked 
machinery and instigated strikes. Mr. Cushny denied all the 
allegations, excopt that he might have acquired information which 
was common knowledge and lent money. When confronted with 
Mr. Cushny, Mr. Thornton stated that he had received information 
from the latter. Mr. Cushny-admitted passing information, but only 
on matters of fact and common knowledge. The written statement 
on the subject: subsequently signed by, Mr. Cushny was rejected by 
examiner, whereupon Mr. Cushny refused to make any further 
wrillen statement regarding alleged espionage. 

Ahout ten days ago Mr. Cushny was shown a signed statement 
hy Mr. Monkhouse (which the latter has since, as we know, retracted) 
regarding failure of motors, and in which he said that Metro-Vickers 
had ‘‘discharged their obligation to U.S.S.R. in a disgraceful 
manner.” Mr. Cushny did not subseribe to this admission and was 

i therefore questioned at length on his technical knowledge. 
(Mr. Cushny states that many of Mr. Monkhouse’s statements 
regarding faulty machinery contained errors of fact.) Mr. Cushny’s 
depositions were summed up in a draft protocol, but he refused to sign 
this on the ground that sense of his statements had heen twisted. 
iTe was then told that as an Englishman ‘“‘he ought to be more of a 
gentleman.” and a day later he signed an accurate statement of his 
own dictation. le has not heen seriously examined since. 


No. 27. 
Mr. Strang to Sir John Simon. 
(Telegram.) Moscow, April 7, 1933. 
My telegram of 4th April (No. 24). 


Mr. Thornton this morning reported to me following incident 
which ocenrred during his examination by Ogpu. Tt well 
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illustrates one of the means of pressure exercised hy Ogpu to extract 
confessions. For two daye examiners tried to make him admit that 
he had received money from His Majesty's consulate and that he was 
member of intelligence service. They told him that Mme. Kutosova. 
the company’s secretary, had testified to this effect and threatened 
to confront him with her. On erroneous assumption apparently that 
their relations were more intimate than that of friends and colleagues. 
and rightly thinking that he has great regard for her directly. they 
added that. if at this consultation he said that she was not speaking 
the truth, she would. under the articles of criminal code relating to 
hearing false witness at an investigation. suffer the highest measure 
of punishment, i.e.. presumably death (this was in itself an 
inaccuracy, because penalty for such an offence is, I think, at the 
most two years’ imprisonment). When confronted with him. 
Mme. Kutosova. who is normally an able, intelligent woman of about 
40. was in pitiable state of terror and. like other Russians with whom 
Mr. Thornton has heen confronted, after an initial hesitation, reeled 
off her accusation mechanically in an unnatural voice as if by heart. 
She asserted that he had drawn money from consulate, that he was 
a member of intelligence service, and that he had been engaged in 
wrecking. Mr. Thornton repudiated the whole of her statement. < 
Mr. Monkhouse and Mr. Thornton suspect that Mme. Kutosova. 

who was already shattered by her arrest and examination last 
January. has now heen broken by the usual threats in regard to her 
relatives. 

+ Mr. Thornton also recalls that at his confrontation with 
Mr. Macdonald (ny telegram of Aih April (Na. 25)) his amazement at 
Mr. Macdonald’s statements hegan to embarrass the latter. 
whereupon examiners made Mr. Thornton sit with his back to 
Mr. Macdonald for remainder of confrontation. Te says that 
Mr. Macdonald ** looked awful.” 
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